


 

 

 

 

An In-depth Look at the United Kingdom  
Integrated Permitting System 

Exploring Global Environmental 
Protection Perspectives 

EPA-100-K-08-003       
July 2008  

Appendices 



 

 



 

 

LIST OF APPENDICES 
 
Appendix A:  Supplement to Acknowledgements 
 
Appendix B:  EU Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control Directive 1996 
 
Appendix C: UK Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999 (Outline) 
 
Appendix D:  Integrated Regulation – Experiences of IPPC in England and Wales 
 
Appendix E:  US Experience: Integrated and Cross-Media Environmental Regulation 
 
Appendix F: Timeline of Integrated Permitting International Collaboration Effort 

Activities  
 
Appendix G: UK Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) Regulations 

2000 (Outline) 
 
Appendix H: EA Organizational Models for Permitting 
 
Appendix I: Overview of Facility Type, Regulator, and Industrial Activity Relationships 
 
Appendix J: Additional Information on Operator and Pollution Risk Appraisal 
 
Appendix K: Additional Information on H1: IPPC Horizontal Guidance Note for 

Environmental Assessment and Appraisal of Best Available Techniques 
 
Appendix L: Pollution Prevention and Control Permit Schedule 1 – Notification of 

Abnormal Emissions 
 
Appendix M: Compliance Assessment Report (CAR1) Form 



 

 

 
 



 

 A-1
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APPENDIX C  
UK POLLUTION PREVENTION AND CONTROL ACT 1999 
(OUTLINE) 
 

Pollution Prevention and Control Act 19991 
Chapter 24  

 
Arrangement of Sections 
 
SECTION 1:  GENERAL PURPOSE OF SECTION 2 AND DEFINITIONS 
 
SECTION 2:  REGULATION OF POLLUTING ACTIVITIES 
 
SECTION 3:  PREVENTION ETC. OF POLLUTION AFTER ACCIDENTS INVOLVING OFFSHORE 
INSTALLATIONS 
 
SECTION 4:  TIME-LIMITED DISPOSAL OR WASTE MANAGEMENT LICENSES 
 
SECTION 5:  APPLICATION TO WALES AND SCOTLAND 
 
SECTION 6:  CONSEQUENTIAL AND MINOR AMENDMENTS AND REPEALS 
 
SECTION 7:  SHORT TITLE, INTERPRETATION, COMMENCEMENT AND EXTENT 
 
 
 
SCHEDULE 1:  PARTICULAR PURPOSES FOR WHICH PROVISION MAY BE MADE UNDER  
SECTION 2 
 

Part I:  List of Purposes 
Part II:  Supplementary Provisions 

 
SCHEDULE 2:  CONSEQUENTIAL AND MINOR AMENDMENTS 
 
SCHEDULE 3:  REPEALS 
 

                                                 
1 http://www.opsi.gov.uk/ACTS/acts1999/19990024.htm 



 

  



 

 D-1

APPENDIX D 
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APPENDIX E 
US EXPERIENCE: INTEGRATED AND CROSS-MEDIA  
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION 
 
This appendix acknowledges past efforts that have contributed to integrated approaches in the 
US regulatory system and includes an overview of past multimedia or integrated undertakings in 
the US, a summary of the EPA 1980 Consolidated Permit Regulations, and a summary of New 
Jersey’s experience with their Facility-wide Permit Program. 
 
US Experience with Multimedia or Integrated Approaches 
 
Integrated environmental regulation is not an entirely new concept in the US, nor is this study the 
first look into the potential incorporation of multimedia or integrated approaches into the US 
environmental regulatory system. The research and analysis currently underway and discussed in 
this report follows a long line of undertakings by states, the federal government, Non-
Governmental Organizations (NGOs), the regulated community, and other stakeholders to 
explore and use integrated approaches.  
 
Although the US follows a media-specific program for environmental permitting, as discussed 
earlier in the report, mechanisms exist in the US that support a more holistic framework. As an 
example, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) was the first of several major 
statutes that established the modern body of environmental law in the US. Unlike medium-
specific laws, such as the Clean Air Act (CAA) and Clean Water Act (CWA), NEPA provides a 
multi-stakeholder, multi-media approach to environmental decision-making. Specifically, NEPA 
requires federal agencies to prepare comprehensive environmental analyses when considering a 
proposal for major federal action. For example, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is 
required to comply with NEPA for various actions the agency undertakes, including research and 
development, facilities construction, wastewater treatment construction grants, EPA-issued 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for new sources, and rule-
making procedures. The NEPA process is intended to help agencies make decisions that consider 
all of the environmental consequences of an action, such as the overall environment potentially 
affected by the actions and a range of alternative actions and their respective consequences.2 
NEPA is not applied, however, to the issuance of permits under other environmental laws.  
 
EPA was actually established with the express purpose of creating an interrelated system to 
protect the environment. President Nixon stated in 1970 at the establishment of EPA that “the 
sources of air, water, and land pollution are interrelated and often interchangeable” and that “for 
pollution control purposes the environment must be perceived as a single, interrelated system.”3 
 

                                                 
2 The environmental consequence discussion is broad and unifying, including such topics as indirect impacts, 
cumulative impacts, energy requirements and conservation potential, natural resource requirements, effects on urban 
quality, cultural impacts, and socioeconomic effects. 
3 Nixon, R.M. 1970. Special Message from the President to the Congress about Reorganization Plans to Establish 
the Environmental Protection Agency and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Available online: 
http://www.epa.gov/history/org/origins/reorg.htm. 
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The earliest specific foreshadowing of an integrated approach to permitting came in 1980 via the 
Consolidated Permit Regulations.4 EPA attempted to coordinate permit requirements for five 
programs under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA), CWA, and CAA. The stated intent of the Consolidated Permit Regulations was to 
coordinate processing of multiple permits for a single facility; unify procedures and permit 
requirements across EPA permit programs; and consolidate the permit format. However, due to 
industry, state, and even EPA regional complaints about the complexity of the regulations and 
their difficulty to understand and implement, EPA decided to deconsolidate the regulations three 
years after promulgation of the rule. (See the section below in this appendix for more 
information on the Consolidated Permit Regulations.) EPA’s interest in reforms targeting the 
integration of media-specific programs continued, nonetheless. Building on lessons learned from 
attempting consolidation, the Conservation Foundation and EPA sought to promote a cross-
media or multi-media approach to environmental protection in the mid- and late 1980s with a 
“model” omnibus Environmental Protection Act that would reflect cross-media regulation.  
While the theory made sense, the proposal turned out to lack “political legs.”5  
 
With federal/national permit restructuring at a standstill, in 1991 the New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection launched the New Jersey Facility-wide Permit Program as part of the 
state’s Pollution Prevention Act. New Jersey became the first state in the country to issue binding 
multi-media permits and issued 14 facility-wide permits between 1994 and 2001. The program 
recognized several benefits of facility-wide permits, including increased operational flexibility 
for permitted facilities, identification of fugitive emissions that had not been previously 
permitted at a facility, reduced facility emissions, and identification of cross-media transfers. The 
program did not accept facilities as pilots after the year 2000, however, largely due to a lack of 
ongoing political support, high set-up and implementation costs, and the difficulty of pinpointing 
which environmental benefits were actually directly attributable to aspects of the program. The 
New Jersey Facility-wide Permit Program provides an interesting case study and offers important 
lessons for considering integrated permitting processes in the US. The Facility-wide Permit 
Program is discussed in further detail in Appendix N.  
 
While New Jersey launched the Facility-wide Permit Program, EPA again was looking at 
incorporating multi-media approaches. EPA proposed the Pulp and Paper Cluster Rule in 1992, 
attempting to cover air and water pollution at pulp and paper mills in an integrated manner. 
Additionally, between 1994 and 1998, EPA introduced the Common Sense Initiative—an effort 
addressing environmental management by industrial sector rather than by environmental 
medium. As part of the initiative, EPA engaged in talks with representatives from the iron and 
steel industry, states, and NGOs about reducing transaction costs to the iron and steel industry by 
consolidating CAA and CWA permit requirements for that industry. While the stakeholder 
groups recognized potential benefits from consolidating the permit requirements, statutory 
requirements slowed negotiations. Negotiations were still underway when the Common Sense 
Initiative wrapped up in 1998, and consolidation of permit requirements was never achieved.6,7 

                                                 
4 40 CFR Parts 122-124, 45 FR 33290. 
5 Lazarus, J.L. 2004. The Making of Environmental Law. The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, p. 169.  
6 Personal communication with Robert Tolpa, U.S. EPA Region 5, March 26, 2007.  
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In 1994 EPA formed the Permits Improvement Team (PIT) to identify improvements in and 
develop a long-term vision for environmental permitting. With extensive input from 
stakeholders, the PIT issued an Action Plan for Achieving the Next Generation in Environmental 
Permitting (the "Action Plan").8  The Action Plan set out several goals intended to help EPA 
work toward the “next generation” of permitting, including building a cross-agency framework 
for permitting, specifically calling for establishment of more consistent administrative processes 
across media programs and evaluation of the role and utility of integrated multimedia permits. 
While the multimedia plans did not materialize, the Action Plan was significant in that it 
recognized the need for multimedia considerations and more cross-agency interaction on 
permitting matters.9 
 
Recognizing EPA’s short-lived and experimental attempts at integration, in 1995 the National 
Academy for Public Administration (NAPA) encouraged EPA to find ways to integrate its 
management of water pollution, air pollution, and waste in order to take a more “holistic 
approach to problem solving.”10 NAPA recommended that, in consultation with Congress, EPA 
“should begin work on a reorganization plan that would break down the internal walls between 
the agency’s major ‘media’ program offices for air, water, waste, and toxic substances.” In a 
1997 report, NAPA urged EPA to use Project XL11 to pilot integrated or multi-media projects 
and to synchronize reporting requirements across statutes.12 
 
Also in the 1990s, the emergence and increased use of environmental management systems 
(EMS) by organizations across the US brought heightened attention to comprehensive integrated 
planning.  Because in implementing an EMS an organization must consider all the ways it 
interacts with the environment and what the environmental impacts of those interactions are, 
EMSs result in more holistic environmental planning. Recognizing the comprehensive, 
multimedia nature of EMSs, EPA even released a Strategy for Determining the Role of 
Environmental Management Systems in Regulatory Programs in 2004.13 One consideration of 
the strategy is to determine if EMSs may offer integrated approaches to environmental problem 

                                                                                                                                                             
7 Printers’ Simplified Total Environmental Partnership (PrintSTEP), which is an alternative multi-media approach 
for regulating printers, also came out of the Common Sense Initiative and is currently being implemented by several 
states. 
8 EPA. 1999.  Action Plan for Achieving the Next Generation in Environmental Permitting. 
9 Personal communication with George Wyeth, U.S. EPA National Center for Environmental Innovation, January 
12, 2007. 
10 National Academy of Public Administration. 1995. Setting Priorities, Getting Results: A New Direction for the 
Environmental Protection Agency. National Academy of Public Administration, Washington, DC. 
11 Project XL was a pilot program, launched by EPA in 1995, which allowed regulatory and procedural flexibilities 
to companies, communities, and other organizations to test innovative regulatory approaches.  A few XL projects 
had multi-media or integrated components.  For example, Intel Corporation and Weyerhauser Company were both 
allowed to consolidate their reporting for federal, state, county and city permitting, and regulatory programs. The 
Weyerhauser project also involved incorporation of a “minimum impact manufacturing” model—a holistic, 
multidisciplinary strategy for continuous environmental improvement. 
12 National Academy of Public Administration. 1997. Resolving the Paradox of Environmental Protection: An 
Agenda for Congress, EPA, & the States. National Academy of Public Administration, Washington. DC.  
13  EPA. 2004.  EPA's Strategy for Determining the Role of Environmental Management Systems in Regulatory 
Programs. 
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solving where single media approaches fall short. A few states have already begun exploring the 
use of a comprehensive “EMS permit.”14 
 
Cross-media approaches and integrated pollution control has also been the subject of research 
and various publications throughout the 1980s and up to the present. Terry Davies, for example, 
currently Senior Fellow at Resources for the Future and past Assistant Administrator for Policy 
at EPA, authored various publications on the subject, including papers on controlling cross-
media pollution, multimedia approaches to pollution control and comparisons of regulation and 
outcomes in the US and Europe.15 Also, in 1996 Robert Hersh, Senior Fellow at RFF, authored a 
discussion paper reviewing integrated pollution control efforts in the UK, the Netherlands, 
Sweden and European Union in general.16 
 
Consolidated Permit Regulations Summary 
 
On May 19, 1980, EPA promulgated the Consolidated Permit Regulations (40 CFR Parts 122-
124, 45 FR 33290), establishing consolidated permit program requirements for five permit 
programs: 
 

• the Hazardous Waste Management program under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA); 

• the Underground Injection and Control (UIC) program under the Safe Drinking Water 
Act (SDWA); 

• the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) under the Clean Water 
Act (CWA); 

• State “dredge or fill” programs (Section 404 programs) under the CWA; and 
• the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program under the Clean Air Act 

(CAA). 
 
The Consolidated Permit Regulations were established as part of an EPA-wide effort to 
consolidate and unify procedures and requirements for EPA and state permit programs. 
However, industry, states, and even EPA regional officials were concerned about the complexity 
of the regulations and their difficulty to understand and implement.  Eventually, the President’s 
Task Force on Regulatory Relief commissioned an EPA review of the regulations. As a result of 
the review, EPA decided to deconsolidate the regulations with the intent to make the regulations 
easier to understand and to use on April 1, 1983 (40 CFR Parts 122-124, 48 FR 14146), just three 
years after promulgation of the rule. 
 
Regulations 
 

The Consolidated Permit Regulations coordinated the processing of multiple permits and 
established common procedures to be followed in making permit decisions. Technical 
                                                 
14 The Colorado Department of Health and Environmental Protection is piloting a multi-facility project that 
implements a whole-facility EMS permit approach. More information on Colorado’s pilot project can be found at 
the project Web site: http://www.cdphe.state.co.us/el/EMS/emspermit/. The Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources is also in the process of developing an EMS permit project. 
15 See CV for Terry Davies at http://www.rff.org/CV-Print.cfm?Researcher=Davies.  
16 See CV for Robert Hersh at http://www.wpi.edu/Academics/Depts/IGSD/People/hersh.html.  
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regulations for each permit program were developed separately and stood apart from the 
Consolidated Permit Regulations. While the consolidated regulations coordinated permitting 
procedures, such as public participation, consolidated review and issuance of permits, and 
appealing permit decisions, the separate technical regulations set the substantive standards for 
the contents of the permits.  
 
A facility that had to apply for at least one of the permits under the Consolidated Permits Rule 
was required to use the consolidated application. The facility simply used the parts of the 
application that applied to it. 
 
The consolidated regulations established common procedures to be followed where EPA was the 
issuing authority. States were required to comply with only some of the provisions, such as basic 
public participation requirements of permit issuance. However, the regulations intended to 
coordinate permit review and issuance between EPA and states in instances where a single 
facility required permits from both agencies. Although the regulations did not require a state to 
reorganize its permitting structure, they encouraged states to move toward consolidation or “one-
stop” permitting. 
 
EPA intended for the Consolidated Permit Regulations to encourage consolidated permitting in 
three ways: 
 

1) Coordinated processing of multiple permits for a single facility. EPA developed a 
single set of permit application forms. The set had a single short form to collect basic 
information needed for all programs and separate program-specific forms to collect 
additional information needed to issue permits under each program. The regulations 
established procedures for joint public notice, hearings, and issuance for multiple permits. 

2) Uniform procedures and permit requirements across EPA permit programs. The 
intent was that all EPA permit procedures would follow the same procedures and meet 
similar requirements in order to provide more consistency and predictability for the 
regulated community. 

3) Consolidated permit format. The regulations interspersed requirements for one permit 
program among requirements for other permit programs. The regulations were organized 
both by topic (e.g., standard permit conditions) and by permit program. The regulations 
tried to fully describe the requirements on a topic to the extent that the requirements were 
common across permit programs and then separately describe program-specific variations 
on the topic. 

 
Intended Benefits 
 

EPA anticipated that the Consolidated Permit Regulations would result in benefits to the 
environment, the regulated community, the public, and EPA and State agencies. Although such 
benefits were intended, EPA did not generally see these benefits realized to the extent expected.   
 

• Environmental – Consolidation of permit requirements and processing procedures were 
intended to result in more comprehensive management and control of waste. 
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• Regulatory – More consistency and predictability were intended to reduce costs for the 
regulated community by reducing paperwork and improving efficiency in processing 
permits. 

• Institutional – The process leading up to the Consolidated Permit Regulations resulted in 
greater coordination, sharing of information, and resolution of inconsistencies and 
overlaps across EPA. The Consolidated Permit Regulations were intended to maintain 
this. 

• Public Participation – Procedures and opportunities for public participation in permit 
decisions were more uniform. 

• Resource – Consolidation was intended to reduce resources EPA needed to administer 
permit programs. It was intended that States that adopted similar approaches would also 
save resources. 

 
Actual Outcomes 
 

Actual consolidated processing of multiple permits was very rare. EPA found it hard to 
consolidate across programs because the various permit programs regulate inherently different 
activities and impose different sorts of requirements. The consolidated format of the regulations 
also made them very difficult to use.  
 
Challenges 
 

Various challenges impeded realization of the intended benefits of the Consolidated Permit 
Regulations, including the following. 
 

• Few commonalities across permitting programs made it hard to consolidate regulations 
and requirements; 

• The consolidated format of the regulations was complex and hard to use; 
• EPA experienced some “turf” issues – RCRA hazardous waste and UIC were new 

permitting programs at the time of consolidation, and felt hindered because they had to 
coordinate their regulations with the more complex, established NPDES permit 
regulations; and 

• Some felt that the streamlining was superficial because it only included the paperwork 
and procedural process of permitting. Those who felt this way thought the actual time and 
effort of permitting goes into the permit contents, so the permit content forming process 
is what should be streamlined. 

 
New Jersey Facility-wide Permit Program Summary 
 
New Jersey’s Facility-wide Permit (FWP) Program was launched in 1991 as part of the state’s 
Pollution Prevention Act. The act established two separate initiatives: (1) mandatory pollution 
prevention planning for approximately 800 facilities in New Jersey; and (2) the FWP program. 
The act directed the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to implement 
the pilot FWP program with the intent of producing permits that would encourage pollution 
prevention while simplifying the permitting process. The program was the first in the country to 
issue binding multi-media permits.  
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Between 1994 and 2001, the program issued 14 facility-wide permits to companies from a wide 
variety of industrial sectors in New Jersey. The participating facilities came into the program 
with dozens to hundreds of separate environmental permits—the facility-wide permit was 
designed to incorporate each of those permits into a single permit that comprehensively 
examined the environmental impact of the facility.  
 
By 2000, the FWP program was no longer accepting facilities into the pilot program. As of 2005, 
about 10 of the participating facilities still had facility-wide permits, but the permits had been 
largely converted to Title V air permits and had lost much of their original intent and flexibility.  
 
Background 
 

The findings of the Pollution Prevention Act best describe DEP’s motivation for pursuing 
facility-wide permitting. The findings state that “the traditional system of separately regulating 
air pollution, water pollution, and hazardous waste management constitutes a fragmented 
approach to environmental protection and potentially allows pollution to be shifted from one 
environmental medium to another….”17 DEP was interested in using the FWP program to 
explore an alternative to the single-media, end-of-pipe approach of traditional regulatory 
programs.  
 
The Pollution Prevention Program Act defines a facility-wide permit as a “single permit issued 
by the department to the owner or operator of a priority industrial facility incorporating the 
permits, certificates, registrations, or any other relevant department approvals previously issued 
to the owner or operator of the priority industrial facility…and the appropriate provisions of the 
pollution prevention plan prepared by the owner or operator of the priority industrial facility.”18 
 
DEP noted three main objectives for the FWP program: 
 

• Administrative efficiency – Streamlining the mechanisms through which regulatory 
approval is received including paperwork reduction, integrated data management, optimal 
review processing time, and consolidation of administrative requirements. 

• Risk reduction – Reducing the multimedia environmental and human health impacts of 
hazardous substances through pollution prevention or treatment options. 

• Pollution prevention – Reducing the use and generation of hazardous substances prior to 
their storage, treatment, out-of-process recycling, or disposal.19 

 
Permit Development 
 

This section summarizes major points pertaining to development of a facility-wide permit under 
the FWP program. 
 
Pollution Prevention Planning and Materials Accounting.  Two main components of the 
facility-wide permitting process were pollution prevention planning and materials accounting. 

                                                 
17 New Jersey Statutes Annotated (NJSA) 13:1D-35. 
18 Ibid. 
19 Anderson, Steven, and Jeanne Herb. Building Pollution Prevention into Facility-wide Permitting, Pollution 
Prevention Review: Autumn 1992.  



 

 E-8

The development of a facility-wide permit began with the preparation of a pollution prevention 
plan, of which materials accounting is an integral step. First, the facility identified the various 
distinct production processes in the facility. Then, the facility conducted process-level materials 
accounting for each production process. This means that the facility estimated the amount of 
each hazardous substance in starting and ending inventories and the amounts used/consumed 
through chemical reactions, generated as non-product output, recycled out of process, transferred 
offsite, incorporated in product, or released into the environment. The materials accounting data 
allowed a facility to trace the path of each hazardous substance from the point at which it is 
brought on to the site to the point at which it leaves the site as product or non-product output.  
 
The facility used the materials accounting data to identify pollution prevention opportunities. 
Because materials accounting data was organized at the process level for each pollutant, the 
facility could identify cross-media shifts and determine more comprehensive pollution 
prevention strategies. The facility chose priority pollution prevention strategies to pursue and set 
five-year pollution prevention goals. Once the facility completed a pollution prevention plan, 
DEP developed process-level limits and other conditions for all releases (i.e. emissions, 
discharges) based on the materials accounting data and pollution prevention goals.  
 
Application.  In addition to the pollution prevention plan, the application included general 
information about the facility (e.g., location, description), facility administrative information 
(e.g., contacts, site plans), facility technical information (e.g., release data and estimates, Toxic 
Release Inventory reports), and process level information (e.g., process-flow diagrams, lists of 
sources, chemicals, permits, applicable requirements, emissions, compliance schedules). The 
permit application process, including materials accounting and pollution prevention planning, 
was a difficult process and often lasted three or more years.20 
 
Permit Writers.  Permit writers from DEP’s Pollution Prevention Office were assigned 
responsibility for writing the FWP.  One permit writer was assigned responsibility for each 
facility. At first, DEP attempted to write the FWP using a team of permit writers representing 
each of the media offices, but coordinating a group of individuals from different offices with 
different responsibilities and priorities proved to be difficult. Consequently, the Pollution 
Prevention Office assigned one permit writer to each facility, and that permit writer consulted 
with individuals from the air, water, and waste offices a needed. An EPA Region 2 staffer was 
also designated as the liaison for providing DEP with needed technical and regulatory assistance.  
 
Process-level Caps and Permit Contents.  Permit writers developed the contents of the permit 
and set new process-level caps based on the facility’s pollution prevention plan and information 
from the application. Process-level caps distinguish the FWP from traditional media permits, 
which focus on permitting specific sources. It is important to note, however, that while pollutant 
limits are set at the process-level, they are single medium caps rather than multi-media, facility-
wide caps. Because the process-level caps were tied to the pollution prevention plan, in some 
cases, permit writers persuaded facility’s to agree to commit to emissions levels aspired to in the 
pollution prevention plan that were more stringent than would have been required. 

                                                 
20 National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA). 2000. “The Potential and Pitfalls of Innovative Permits: 
Learning from New Jersey’s Facility-wide Permitting Experience,” Research Paper Number 3. In Learning From 
Innovations (Environment.gov Research Papers). 
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The FWP combined all of the information that would have been regulated by dozens to hundreds 
of separate, single-medium permits. The Pollution Prevention Act required the permits to include 
air permits; permits for discharges to surface water, groundwater, and publicly owned treatment 
works (POTWs); water treatment works approvals; hazardous waste facility permits; recycling 
notifications for hazardous wastes; and hazardous waste accumulation approvals.21 However, 
most of the facility-wide permits ended up incorporating only air and water permits, since they 
are the most commonly issued permits. Only one permit in the FWP program included hazardous 
waste permit requirements.22  
 
Flexibility.  Setting caps at the process level allowed significant flexibility for facilities to make 
operational changes within a process without pre-approval, as long as the new equipment or 
process changes did not increase the facility’s non-product output or exceed the specified process 
emissions levels.  
 
Status of Facility-wide Permits as of 2005 
 

As of 2005, approximately 10 facilities still operated under facility-wide permits in name, but the 
permits had largely been converted to Title V air permits. The major flexibility contained in the 
permits was the allowance of facilities to make an operational change and notify DEP 120 days 
after the change, as long as it did not exceed the process-level emissions caps.  As a result of the 
conversion to Title V Air Operating Permits, this provision was changed to a seven-day advance 
notification. DEP is currently developing a list of specific changes that facilities with FWP can 
make under the seven-day change notice. This flexibility is still beyond the flexibility provided 
in a traditional Title V air permit. 
 
FWP Program Results 
 

A number of studies have been conducted on the FWP program. This section summarizes some 
of the achieved successes and obstacles of the pilot program. For a more thorough review of the 
FWP program, however, see the studies listed at the end of this section.  
 
 

Benefits Resulting from the FWP Program 
• Operational flexibility - Ten of the pilot facilities reported that the largest benefit of 

operating under a facility-wider permit was increased operational flexibility.  As long as 
new equipment or process changes did not increase the facility’s non-product output or 
exceed the specified process emissions levels, the facility could make the operational 
change without prior authorization. 

• Fugitive emissions identified - In almost every facility, DEP staff and facility personnel 
discovered at least one pollution source that did not have the required permit.  This 
benefit was largely the result of the resource intensive FWP process—each facility is 
unique and therefore required an intensive review and unprecedented cooperation 
between the facility and regulator to issue the facility-wide permit. 

                                                 
21 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Pollution Prevention. Basic Administrative 
Procedures for Preparing and Issuing Facility-wide Permits. (Date unknown) 
22 NAPA, 2000. 
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• Reduced facility emissions - The detailed facility-wide permitting process and required 
pollution prevention plan prompted facility managers to see their facility as a series of 
connections and flows rather than individual point sources.  Through the facility-wide 
permitting process they learned about their facility and worked closely with DEP to 
reduce overall emissions. 

• Cross-media transfers identified - The facility-wide permitting process required permit 
writers to examine the cross-media impact of environmental regulation and minimize 
shifts of pollution. 

 
Challenges of the FWP Program 

• Ongoing political support - The FWP program was created by one administration and 
dismantled by the next.  A permitting pilot program would need to be in place for 5 to 10 
years to effectively observe the program’s impact on the environment, the facility, and 
the regulating agency.  In the New Jersey case, the pilot program initially had widespread 
support.  However, largely due to political changes, over the years the program lost 
political support, funding, and needed personnel. 

• High set-up and implementation costs - A major drawback to the New Jersey pilot 
program was the high level of resources required to do the analysis and draft permits, 
both on the part of the facility and the DEP.  Each facility is unique and as such requires a 
unique permit that must be developed through ongoing negotiations between the facility 
and permit issuing authority.23 

• Difficult to distinguish environmental benefits of the multi-media approach - As 
outlined above, the FWP program resulted in many positive environmental benefits.  
However, it has been difficult for pilot participants to identify which benefits were 
specifically attributable to the multi-media aspect of the permitting program and which 
benefits were the result of other factors (e.g., a more rigorous facility review process, a 
focus on pollution prevention, increased cooperation between the regulator and regulated 
facility). 

 
Studies of FWP Program.  For a thorough review of the FWP program, the following studies 
provide detailed information on the facility-wide permitting process, costs and benefits of the 
program, lessons learned, and implementation of the FWP program from a facility perspective.  
 

• Industrial Economics Incorporated. Permit Reforms Case Study: Schering Corporation, 
Kenilworth, New Jersey, Multimedia Permit. February, 1999. 

• National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA). The Potential and Pitfalls of 
Innovative Permits: Learning from New Jersey’s Facility-wide Permitting Experience, 
Research Paper Number 3 in Learning From Innovations (Environment.gov Research 
Papers). June, 2000. 

• Rabe, Barry G. Permitting, Prevention, and Integration: Lessons from the States. In: 
Donald F. Kettl, Editor. Environmental Governance. Washington, D.C.: Brookings 
Institution, 2002. 

                                                 
23 Personal communication with Steve Anderson and Mike DiGiore, DEP. 4 May 2005. 
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APPENDIX F  
TIMELINE OF INTEGRATED PERMITTING 
INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION EFFORT ACTIVITIES 
 
Completed Milestones   
 

• April 2005: Established Integrated Permitting International Collaboration Effort (IP ICE) 
Network comprised of EPA & State officials 

• April/May 2005: Established an IP ICE internet-based interactive database that facilitates 
information sharing and collaboration 

• June 2005: Conducted IP ICE Workshop (Washington, DC) and hosted a presentation by 
the UK senior managers (Network partners) at the Innovation Action Council (most 
senior career level managers at EPA) 

• September 2005: Formed “core” IP ICE research team (EPA and state staff) 
• January 2006: Participated in EPA-State Symposium on Environmental Innovation and 

Results (Denver, CO) 
• September 2006: Presented research at EPA Air Innovations Conference:  Integrated & 

Innovative Approaches for Improving Air Quality (Denver, CO) 
• May 2007: Distribution of draft report for review by IP ICE Network and possible 

interested external parties 
• June 2007: Multi-State Working Group presentation (Madison, WI) 
• July 2007: Travel to UK for study of IPPC system (itinerary below) in order to: 

o collect data (additional permit documents, evaluative reports and materials, policy 
documents, etc.) 

o interview UK government (permit practitioners, solicitors, policy experts, etc.) 
• September 2007: Distribution of updated draft report for comment and for use at October 

workshop 
• October 2007: Hosted workshop: Lessons from the United Kingdom’s Integrated 

Permitting Experience: Exploring New Directions for Environmental Permitting in the 
US (co-sponsored by Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Washington, 
DC) 

• January  2008: Innovation Symposium Workshop (Chapel Hill, NC) 
• April 2008: Release final report 

 
Itinerary for UK July 2007 Research Trip 
 
Bristol Head Office Meetings (July 16-17, 2007)  
 

Spoke with head office managers and staff regarding, among other topics, IPPC industry 
regulation and policy; the environmental permitting program (PPC2); the legal framework; IPPC 
review; integration of other EU directives into IPPC; and BREF development process (large 
volume chemicals BREF). 
 

• Tim James, EA Head Office Bristol 
• Jim Gray, EA Head Office Bristol 



 

 F-2

• Terry Shears, EA Head Office Bristol 
• Peter Kellett , EA Head Office Bristol (Environmental Permitting Programme) 
• Alex Radway, EA Head Office Bristol (EC IPPC review and BREF process) 
• Duncan Mitchell, EA Head Office Bristol, Solicitor (enforcement philosophy, process 

and procedures)  
• Maggie Dutton, EA Head Office Bristol (permit appeals) 

 
Industry Site Visits Near Bristol (July 18, 2007)  
 

Site visits to several facilities with IPPC permits included in the report. 
 

• Jon Gulson, EA Area Office Bridgwater 
• Roger Marlow, EA Area Office Bridgwater, Inspector 
• David Sweeting, Compact Power (medical waste incinerator/gasifier) 

http://www.compactpower.co.uk/pages/clinical_waste.php 
• Colin Foy, Gerber Juice (“greenfield” facility)  

http://www.gerberjuice.com/ 
• Mick Pedder, Gerber Juice  

 
EA Reading and London Offices (July 19, 2007) 
 

Discussion of St. Regis facility IPPC permit included in the IP ICE report analysis. Gathered 
industry perspectives on IPPC permitting, including relative costs and benefits to the facility and 
changes to facility operations as a result. Additionally, discussed perspectives of a UK pressure 
(NGO) group. 
 

• Amanda Barratt, EA Area Office Hatfield 
• Mike Collins, St. Regis Paper, DH Smith Group 
• Kevan Harris, St. Regis Paper, DH Smith Group 
• William Averdieck, Environmental Industries Commission and Particulate and Emissions 

Monitoring Systems  
 
DEFRA - EA Government Sponsor (July 20, 2007) 
 

Discussed overall IPPC policy and implementation, the EU-UK legislative dynamics, the 
DEFRA-EA relationship. 
 

• Richard Vincent, DEFRA Air and Environmental Quality Division, Head of Industrial 
Pollution Control Branch  

 
EA Warrington Offices (July 23, 2007) 
 

Discussed “national permitting” (transition from 26 area offices responsible for permitting to 4 
current centers) and the plan to cover all facility permitting (PPC and more) in a consolidated 
fashion.  Also discuss sector strategies/planning. 
 

• Chris Smith, EA Regional Office Warrington, Strategic Permitting Group (SPG) (one of 
the centers responsible for issuing PPC permits) 



 

 F-3

• Simon Holbrook, EA Regional Office Warrington, SPG 
• Andrew Harrison, EA Regional Office Warrington (Tioxide plant application, decision 

memo and permit)  
• Dave Balmer, EA Regional Office Warrington (financial provision for landfill) 
• Alastair Waite, EA Regional Office Warrington, PPC Interpretation Group 
• Paul Fernee, EA Regional Office Warrington (hazardous waste process) 
• Sarah Dennis, EA Area Office Tewkesbury 

 
Eastman Chemical Company Site Visit (July 24-25, 2007) 
 

Site visit to Eastman Peboc, permit included in the report analysis. 
 

• Paul Nash, EA Area Office Buckley (Wales), Chemicals Policy Advisor  
• Peter Roberts, Eastman Chemical Company 
• Jennifer Clark, Eastman Chemical Company 

 
EA Area Office, Buckley, Wales (July 26, 2007)  
 

Discussed application determination, post permit issuance activities, improvement program 
implementation (for Peboc and other permits) with EA staff. 
 

• Paul Nash, EA Area Office Buckley  
• Ian Oakes, EA Area Office Buckley (Eastman Peboc permit) 
• Jane Adamson, EA Area Office Buckley (noise expert) 
• Ann Weedy, EA Area Office Buckley 
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APPENDIX G 
UK POLLUTION PREVENTION AND CONTROL (ENGLAND AND WALES) 
REGULATIONS 2000 (SI1973) OUTLINE AND 
LIST OF OTHER REGULATIONS PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THE 
PPC ACT 
 
Outline of Regulations 
 

The Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) Regulations 2000, 
Statutory Instrument 197324 

 
Made 21st July 2000

Coming into force 1st August 2000
 
PART I:  GENERAL 
 

Section 1:  Citation, commencement and extent 
Section 2:  Interpretation:  general 
Section 3:  Interpretation:  “best available techniques” 
Section 4:  Fit and proper person 
Section 5:  Application to the Crown 
Section 6:  Notices 
Section 7:  Applications 
Section 8:  Discharge and scope of functions 

 
PART II:  PERMITS 
 

Section 9:  Requirement for permit to operate installation and mobile plant  
Section 10:  Permits:  general provisions 
Section 11:  Conditions of permits:  general principles 
Section 12:  Conditions of permits:  specific requirements 
Section 13:  Conditions of permits:  Environment Agency notice in relation to emissions into 
water 
Section 14:  General Binding Rules 
Section 15:  Review of conditions of permits 
Section 16:  Proposed change in the operation of an installation 
Section 17:  Variation of conditions of permits 
Section 18:  Transfer of permits 
Section 19:  Application to surrender a permit for a Part A installation or a Part A mobile plant 
Section 20:  Notification of surrender a permit for a Part B installation or a Part B mobile plant 
Section 21:  Revocation of permits 
Section 22:  Fees and charges in relation to local authority permits 

 

                                                 
24 http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2000/20001973.htm 
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PART III:  ENFORCEMENT 
 

Section 23:  Duty of regulator to ensure compliance with conditions 
Section 24:  Enforcement notices 
Section 25:  Suspension notices 
Section 26:  Power of regulator to prevent or remedy pollution 

 
PART IV:  APPEALS 
 

Section 27:  Appeals to the Secretary of State 
 
PART V:  INFORMATION AND PUBLICITY 
 

Section 28:  Information 
Section 29:  Public registers of information 
Section 30:  Exclusion from Registers of information affecting national security 
Section 31:  Exclusion from registers of certain confidential information 

 
PART VI:  PROVISION AS TO OFFENCES 
 

Section 32:  Offences 
Section 33:  Enforcement by High Court 
Section 34:  Admissibility of evidence 
Section 35:  Power of court to order cause of offence to be remedied 

 
PART VII:  SECRETARY OF STATE’S POWERS 
 

Section 36:  Directions to regulators 
Section 37:  Guidance to regulators 
Section 38:  Plans relating to emissions 

 
PART VIII:  CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS 
 

Section 39:  Consequential amendments 
 
SCHEDULE 1:  ACTIVITIES, INSTALLATIONS AND MOBIL PLANT 
 

Part 1:  Activities 
Part 2:  Interpretation of Part 1 
Part 3:  Interpretation of “Part A Installation” etc. 

 
SCHEDULE 2:  BEST AVAILABLE TECHNIQUES 
 
SCHEDULE 3:  PRESCRIBED DATE AND TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 
 

Part 1:  Part A Installations and Mobile Plant 
Part 2:  Part B Installations and Mobile Plant 
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SCHEDULE 4:  GRANT OF PERMITS 
 

Part 1:  Applications for Permits 
Part 2:  Determination of Applications 
Part 3:  National Security and Confidential Information 

 
SCHEDULE 5:  POLLUTANTS 
 
SCHEDULE 6:  COMPENSATION IN RELATION TO OFF-SITE CONDITIONS 
 
SCHEDULE 7:  VARIATION OF CONDITIONS 
 

Part 1:  Applications for Variation of Conditions 
Part 2:  Determination of Applications for Variations and Variation Notices 
Part 3:  National Security and Confidential Information 

 
SCHEDULE 8:  APPEALS TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
 
SCHEDULE 9:  REGISTERS 
 
SCHEDULE 10:  CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS 
 

Part 1:  Public General Acts   
Part 2:  Subordinate Legislation 

 
 
List of Regulations Promulgated pursuant to the PPC Act 
(with active links when viewing Appendix F in electronic format) 
 
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) Regulations 2000, SI 1973 
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2001, SI 
503 
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2002, SI 
275 
The Landfill (England and Wales) Regulations 2002, SI 1559 
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) (Amendment) (No 2) Regulations 
2002, SI 1702 
The Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading Scheme Regulations 2003, SI 3311 
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2003, SI 
1699 
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) (Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 
2003, SI 3296 
The Solvent Emissions (England and Wales) Regulations 2004, SI 107  
The Landfill (England and Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2004, SI 1375  
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) (Amendment) and Connected 
Provisions Regulations 2004 SI 3276 
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Pollution Prevention and Control (Unauthorised Part B Processes) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2004, SI 434 
The Hazardous Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2005, SI 894 
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) (Amendment) (England) 
Regulations 2006 SI 2311 
Pollution Prevention and Control (Public Participation) (England and Wales) Regulations 
2005 SI 1448 
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2007 SI 
713 
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APPENDIX H 
EA ORGANIZATIONAL MODELS FOR PERMITTING   
 
Initially the responsibility for PPC permitting rested with the EA local Area Offices.  In addition 
to acting as the local interface between the facility operators, the public and the EA, (carrying out 
inspections, responding to inquiries from the public), the local Area Office Inspectors were 
expected to determine PPC permit applications for facilities located in the Area.  This proved to 
be inefficient and time consuming in addition to introducing unwanted inconsistency between 
permits issued by the 20 or more different Area Offices.  The EA’s initial organization for PPC 
permitting is illustrated in Figure G.1 below.   

 
Figure G.1 – EA Initial Organization for PPC Permitting 
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The EA eventually transitioned to a centralized organizational structure  through creation of the 
Strategic Permitting Group spread across four geographic locations, but under a single manager.  
This model is shown below in Figure G.2 
 

Figure G.2 – EA Strategic Permitting Group Organization 
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APPENDIX I 
OVERVIEW OF FACILITY TYPE, REGULATOR, AND INDUSTRIAL 
ACTIVITY RELATIONSHIPS 25 
 
Facility Type Regulator Industries Activity Areas 

Energy industries  Combustion activities 
 Gasification, liquefaction and 

refining activities 
Production and 
processing of 
metals 

 Ferrous metals 
 Non-ferrous metals 
 Surface treating metals and plastic 

materials 
Mineral industries  Production of cement and lime 

 Activities involving asbestos 
 Manufacturing glass and glass 

fiber 
 Production of other mineral fibers 
 Ceramic production 

The chemical 
industry 

 Organic chemicals 
 Inorganic chemicals 
 Chemical fertilizer production 
 Plant health products and biocides 
 Pharmaceutical production 
 Explosives production 
 Manufacturing activities involving   

carbon disulphide or ammonia 
Waste management  Disposal of waste by incineration 

 Disposal of waste by landfill 
 Disposal of waste other than by 

incineration or landfill 
 Recovery of waste 
 The production of fuel waste 

Part A(1) installation 
or mobile plant  

Environment Agency 

Other activities  Paper, pulp and board 
manufacturing activities 

 Carbon activities 
 Tar and bitumen activities 
 Coating activities, printing and 

textile treatments 
 Timber activities 
 The treatment of animal and 

vegetable matter and food 
industries 

 Intensive farming 
Energy industries  Gasification, liquefaction and 

refining activities 
Production and 
processing of 
metals 

 Ferrous metals 
 Non-ferrous metals 

Part A(2) installation 
or mobile plant 

Local authority 

Mineral industries  Manufacturing glass and glass 
fiber 

 Ceramic production 

                                                 
25 PPC Regulations, Sch 1, Chapter 1. 
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Facility Type Regulator Industries Activity Areas 
Other activities  Coating activities, printing and 

textile treatments 
 The treatment of animal and 

vegetable matter and food 
Energy industries  Combustion activities 

 Gasification, liquefaction and 
refining activities 

Production and 
processing of 
metals 

 Ferrous metals 
 Non-ferrous metals 
 Surface treating metals and 

plastic materials 
Mineral industries  Production of cement and lime 

 Activities involving asbestos 
 Manufacturing glass and glass 

fiber 
 Other mineral activities 
 Ceramic production 

The chemical 
industry 

 Organic chemicals 
 The storage of chemicals in bulk 

Waste management  Disposal of waste by incineration 

Part B installation or 
mobile plant 

Local authority 

Other activities  Tar and bitumen activities 
 Coating activities, printing and 

textile treatments 
 The manufacture of dyestuffs, 

printing ink and coating materials 
 Timber activities 
 Activities involving rubber 
 The treatment of animal and 

vegetable matter and food 
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APPENDIX J 
EP OPRA:  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON EMISSIONS AND 
OPERATOR PERFORMANCE ATTRIBUTES  
 
Two of the five attributes in Environmental Protection Operator and Pollution Risk Appraisal 
scores (EP OPRA) seem particularly relevant to EPA's ongoing effort to explore integrated 
permitting -- Emissions and Operator Performance.  Below we provide some additional details 
on how these attributes are considered within the EP OPRA framework.   

Emissions 
 
The emissions attribute of the EP OPRA spreadsheet provides a useful example of performance 
measurement across a wide range of media outputs.  As noted in Chapter 4, EP OPRA includes 
worksheets for emissions to air, water, land, sewer, and waste management (including off-site 
transfers).  Key elements of the emissions attribute include: 

• The UK Environment Agency (EA) has established thresholds for emissions 
of specific pollutants by media.  Facilities need only report those emissions 
above these thresholds.  

• For each media, EP OPRA calculates an emission index as the maximum 
emissions (as provided by the facility) divided by the threshold level (as 
provided by EA).  The emissions indices from individual pollutants are 
summed to produce the total emissions index for a media.  

• EP OPRA includes separate worksheets for emissions related to off-site 
transfer.  Indices for these emissions are reduced/discounted to reflect that 
they are regulated at the off-site facility.  

• Facilities determine the amount of each substance released each year using the 
most accurate method available that reflects the maximum release possible 
assuming maximum plant capacity over the permitted operating hours for a 
year.  If a facility can demonstrate that operations are not continuous 
throughout the year, this should be reflected in the estimate of maximum 
emissions. 

• The scoring for emissions to land is based on quantity and type (e.g., inert, 
non-hazardous [non-biodegradable/biodegradable], and hazardous) of waste 
as a surrogate for all landfill related emissions. 
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Operator Performance 
 
Operator Performance consists of three parts -- management systems, compliance history, and 
compliance rating.26  The EA believes that effective management systems are essential to 
manage the risk from an activity and to achieve permit requirements.  Specifically, the absence 
of a documented Environmental Management System (EMS) is regarded as representing poor 
environmental management and requiring an increased level of regulatory oversight.  Therefore, 
EP OPRA includes four subsections of questions to help assess difference aspects of a facility's 
EMS.  These subsections and their relative weights in the EP OPRA rating are: 

• Operations and Maintenance (20 percent). “Effective operational and 
preventive maintenance system shall be employed on all aspects of the 
process where any failure could impact on the environment.”  

• Competence and Training (20 percent). “The Operator shall ensure that all 
relevant management and operational staff (including contractors and those 
responsible for purchasing equipment and materials) receive adequate training 
with regard to their responsibilities under the Permit. Particular attention 
should be given to: (1) minimizing all potential environmental effects from 
operation under normal, abnormal, start up and shut down circumstances; (2) 
preventing accidental emissions and action to be taken when accidental 
emissions occur; and (3) the need to report deviation from the permit.” 

• Emergency Planning (20 percent). “The Operator shall maintain an accident 
management plan that identifies potential events or failures which might lead 
to an environmental impact.  The plan shall identify: (1) the likelihood of, and 
the actions to be taken to minimize, these potential occurrences; and (2) the 
environmental consequences and an action plan to deal with such occurrences.  
The Operator shall have a written procedure for handling, investigating, 
communicating and reporting of incidents and actual or potential non-
compliance with permit conditions including taking action to mitigate any 
impacts caused and for initiating and completing corrective action.  In the case 
of abnormal emissions the operator shall: (1) investigate and undertake 
remedial action immediately; (2) promptly record the events and actions 
taken; and (3) ensure the Regulator is made aware, as soon as practicable.” 

• Organization (40 percent). EA places strong emphasis on the need for an 
EMS to be audited by a third-party, specifically identifying Eco-Management 

                                                 
26 The management system section of the EP OPRA spreadsheet calculates an operator performance score, which 
may be adjusted, based on a facility's enforcement history.  A history of enforcement actions indicates failures or 
inadequacies in the management systems and results in penalty points being subtracted from management systems 
points.  In addition, the compliance rating attribute may be used to adjust the EP OPRA risk score once the 
permit/license has been issued.  Specifically, the risk score will be reduced if a facility achieves a Band A rating for 
this attribute, reflecting the reduction in risk posed by well-managed facilities.  If a facility has only an occasional 
minor breach of a permit, it receives a Band B rating and the risk score does not change.  More serious violations 
will result in an increase in the risk score. 
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and Audit Scheme (EMAS) and International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO) 14001 certification as two alternatives.  In lieu of 
external auditing, the EP OPRA spreadsheet provides facilities an opportunity 
to assess their EMS against a set of criteria relating to: (1) the nature of their 
environmental policy; (2) how environmental considerations are incorporated 
into various business practices (e.g., process change, design and review of 
facilities, capital approval and purchasing policy); and (3) internal auditing 
practices and annual reporting on environmental performance.  
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APPENDIX K 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON H1:  IPPC HORIZONTAL GUIDANCE 
NOTE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND APPRAISAL OF BAT  
 
The electronic Best Available Techniques (BAT) determination process is comprised of six 
modules that are to be considered sequentially.  Module 1 contains a scoping exercise and an 
initial determination of options.  Module 2 requires that the source inventory all emissions, 
which are then quantified in Module 3.  Module 4 compares the impacts of the BAT options 
under consideration and Module 5, if necessary, is used to evaluate the costs of all options.  
Finally, Module 6 facilitates selection of BAT from candidate options by balancing 
environmental benefits against costs.  Table 1 below provides a more detailed overview of the 
elements of each module. 

      
Table 1: H1 Assessment Modules 

Module 1:  Scope and Options 

Scoping Exercise: 
• Describe activities to be covered in the permit(s); and    
• Generally exclude upstream or downstream operations from analysis (with exception of the 

indirect impacts of energy use generated offsite). 

Options Appraisal: 
• Generally consider base case; 
• Consider General and Sector Guidance Notes (GNs); 
• Consider new techniques that have emerged since publication of the GN; 
• Assess trade-offs in situations where there are potential cross-media impacts; and 
• Justify elimination of any options due to cost. 

Module 2:  Emissions Inventory 

• Provide an inventory of all sources and emissions of pollutants for each BAT option including air 
emissions, discharges to water, airborne deposition, risks from accidents, noise, visual impacts, 
odor, releases of greenhouse gases, potential for emissions to cause photochemical ozone creation 
by indirect effects, and the indirect effects of waste hazard and disposal;  

• Ensure all options meet any statutory emission limits and EU directives; and 
• CO2 emissions are estimated at the source based on non-renewable sources of heat and power not 

generated directly at the installation. 

Module 3:  Quantify Environmental Impacts 

• Identify possible pathways and receptors; 
• Estimate concentration of emitted substances after dispersion; 
• Screen out insignificant emissions; 
• Conduct detailed modeling of fate of emissions, where appropriate; 
• Check whether levels are acceptable in the local environment; and 
• Quantify the impacts using normalization methods, where appropriate. 
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Table 1: H1 Assessment Modules 

Module 4:  Compare Impacts of Options 

• Resolve any cross-media conflicts that arise between options; 
• Rank the options according to their environmental benefit; 
• Identify the option with the least environmental impact; and 
• Decide whether the option with the least environmental impact is BAT, or whether costs need to 

be taken into account. 

Module 5:  Evaluate the Costs 

• If conducting appraisal of BAT for more than one option, provide estimates for each option of 
capital costs of equipment purchase and installation, and average change in annual operation and 
maintenance costs; and 

• Calculate the annualized cost for each option. 

Module 6:  Select BAT 

• Aim in this module is to identify the BAT from the candidate options, by balancing the 
environmental benefits of each option against the costs of achieving them. 
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APPENDIX L 
POLLUTION PREVENTION AND CONTROL PERMIT SCHEDULE 1 – 
NOTIFICATION OF ABNORMAL EMISSIONS 
 
Schedule 1 - Notification of abnormal emissions 
This page outlines the information that the Operator must provide to satisfy conditions 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 of this Permit.  

Units of measurement used in information supplied under Part A and B requirements shall be appropriate to the 
circumstances of the emission. Where appropriate, a comparison should be made of actual emissions and authorised 
emission limits. 

If any information is considered commercially confidential, it should be separated from non-
confidential information, supplied on a separate sheet and accompanied by an application for 
commercial confidentiality under the provisions of the PPC Regulations. 

Part A  
Permit Number  
Name of Operator  
Location of Installation  
Location of the emission  
Time and date of the emission  

 
Substance(s) emitted Media Best estimate of the quantity or the 

rate of emission 
Time during which the 
emission took place 

    

    

 
Measures taken, or intended to be 
taken, to stop the emission 

 

Part B 
Any more accurate information on the matters for 
notification under Part A. 

 

Measures taken, or intended to be taken, to prevent a 
recurrence of the incident 

 

Measures taken, or intended to be taken, to rectify, limit 
or prevent any pollution of the environment or harm which 
has been or may be caused by the emission 

 

The dates of any unauthorised emissions from the 
installation in the preceding 24 months. 

 

 

Name*  

Post  

Signature  

Date  

* authorised to sign on behalf of Peboc Division of Eastman Company UK Limited
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APPENDIX M  
COMPLIANCE ASSESSMENT REPORT (CAR1) FORM 
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